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I. INTRODUCTION1

This exhibit presents the analysis and recommendations of the Division of2

Ratepayer Advocates (DRA) regarding the additional information that Bear Valley 3

Electric Service Division (“Bear Valley” or “BVES”) submitted concerning its 4

proposed Big Bear Boulevard Undergrounding Project (Undergrounding Project).  5

II. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS6

Below is a summary of the information that has come to light since 7

November 2012 about the condition of the power poles that are part of BVES’8

Undergrounding Project.  DRA’s recommendations based on this new9

information are also summarized below.10

1. BVES has not maintained the actual General Order (GO) 165 11

strength values of the power poles on Big Bear Boulevard.12

2. Assuming the power poles along Big Bear Boulevard retain 100% of 13

their original strength, sixty-seven poles fail to meet GO 9514

standards.
1

15

3. The average age of the power poles on Big Bear Boulevard that do 16

not meet GO 95 standards is twenty-three years old.  Four of the Big 17

Bear Boulevard poles that fail to meet GO 95 standards were 18

installed between two and ten years ago.19

4. Only four of the power poles on Big Bear Boulevard that fail to meet 20

GO 95 standards were over the age of twenty-three years.
2

21

5. The funds for the design, construction, installation and maintenance 22

of the power poles along Big Bear Boulevard have been included in 23

BVES’s historical rates.24

                                           1
See Appendix 2, lines 1-67

2
See Appendix 2, lines 1-4
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6. BVES has not properly designed, constructed, installed or 1

maintained the power poles along Big Bear Boulevard in a manner 2

that complies with GO 95 standards.3

7. BVES’ ratepayers should be required to pay only the proportionate 4

share of Bear Valley’s ownership to repair or replace the three power 5

poles on Big Bear Boulevard that have GO 165 scores in Range 36

that failed to meet GO 95 standards.
3

7

8. BVES’ shareholders, and the co-owners of the power poles 8

(Verizon), should be responsible for the costs of restoring, 9

reinforcing, repairing or replacing the other sixty-four power poles on 10

Big Bear Boulevard to ensure they are in compliance with GO 95, 11

Rule 44.3.12

9. BVES shareholders should be responsible for the costs of restoring, 13

reinforcing or replacing the power poles on Big Bear Boulevard that 14

failed GO 95 because of inadequate guy wires.15

10. The Commission should deny BVES’ request for ratepayer 16

funding to underground the power lines on Big Bear Boulevard in 17

this proceeding.18

11. The Commission should order that, prior to seeking authority in 19

the future for this Undergrounding Project; BVES be required to 20

inform its ratepayers of the alternative costs of BVES’ share of 21

replacing overhead power lines verses BVES’ cost to underground 22

the Big Bear Boulevard power lines; and, obtain raterpayer consent 23

to include these additional costs in rates.24

                                           3
See Appendix 2, lines 4, 19 and 32.  The other two power poles in Rang 3, did not fail GO 

95, Rule 44.3 (See Appendix 2, lines 79 and 80)
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12. The Commission opens an investigation into BVES’ GO 95 non-1

compliance to determine the cause of the problems and whether penalties 2

should be assessed against BVES.3

III. BACKGROUND4

On February 16, 2012, Golden State Water Company filed a General Rate 5

Case (GRC) Application seeking a rate increase for its Bear Valley Electric Service 6

Division (BVES or Bear Valley).  DRA and other Intervenors submitted testimony in 7

July, 2012, and evidentiary hearings were held from September 17–19, 2012.  8

Opening Briefs were to be filed on November 9, 2012.  9

Just days before the Opening Briefs were due, BVES notified DRA and other 10

parties that it had received a report from its consultant that 54 or 55 of the 111 poles 11

along Big Bear Boulevard had failed to meet the safety factor requirements of Rule 12

44.3 of General Order (GO) 95.  On the basis of that report, BVES asked that the 13

briefing schedule be suspended, and the record reopened to take additional 14

evidence.15

DRA neither supported nor opposed Bear Valley’s Motion since BVES had 16

provided insufficient information for DRA to make any recommendation at all.  DRA 17

proposed a schedule to allow all parties to investigate the allegations if BVES’18

request to open the record was granted.  19

When DRA learned that Bear Valley was claiming that the poles are unsafe 20

pursuant to GO 95, and using this claim to justify its undergrounding project, DRA 21

asked the Commission’s Safety and Enforcement Division (SED) for assistance in 22

evaluating the poles along Big Bear Boulevard pursuant to GO 95.  SED assigned a 23

utilities engineer, Mr. Koko Tomassian, to assist DRA.  Mr. Tomassian has been 24

assisting DRA in drafting data requests and evaluating the responses to them, and 25

has provided his own assessment of the pole loading calculations submitted by Bear 26

Valley and GO 95 compliance issues.27

On January 7, 2013, by an Amended Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping 28

Memo and Ruling, the Commission adopted DRA’s proposed schedule to 29

accommodate the “diverse interests and prior commitments of the parties and their 30



4

representatives.”4  The schedule originally set in the Amended Scoping Memo had 1

Bear Valley serving direct testimony on January 11, 2013, with Interested Parties 2

serving testimony on March 18, 2013, and Rebuttal testimony being served April 5, 3

2013.  4

On January 23, 2013, after unsuccessfully attempting to get specific 5

information about the safety factors of the poles on Big Bear Boulevard, DRA filed a 6

Motion to Amend the Scoping Memo and Ruling to Set a Date for the Filing of Briefs 7

and Submission of the Proceeding on the Current Record, or, in the Alternative, to 8

Revise the Schedule.5  On February 7, 2013, the Assigned Administrative Law 9

Judge (ALJ) denied DRA’s request to have a date set to submit briefs, but granted 10

DRA’s request to revise the schedule, setting April 18, 2013 as the date for DRA/ 11

intervenor testimony.  In doing so, the ALJ said that, “… if parties have concerns 12

regarding the timeliness or completeness of data requests, they should raise such 13

disputes with me before requesting a change to the proceeding.  In the future, I 14

would like to hear about discovery disputes sooner rather than later to avoid any 15

further delays.”616

On March 25, 2013, after unsuccessful attempts to get responses to data 17

requests for specific information about the safety of the poles along Big Bear 18

Boulevard, DRA filed a Motion to Compel in which DRA asked for a ruling ordering 19

Bear Valley to provide responses to certain Data Request questions.  20

DRA’s Motion to Compel was granted and the schedule was revised, setting 21

October 2, 2013 as the due date for DRA and Intervenor testimony.  Pursuant to that 22

schedule, DRA submits this report and the assessment of the Commission’s SEC.23

                                           4
Amended Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling, p. 4.

5
Motion of  the Division of Ratepayer Advocates to Amend the Scoping Memo and Ruling 

to Set a Date for the Filing of Briefs and Submission of the Proceeding on the Current 
Record, or, in the Alternative, to Revise the Schedule (DRA Motion to Amend Scoping 
Memo), p. 5.
6

A.12-02-013 Ruling by email dated February 7, 2013, regarding DRA’s motion of January 
23, 2013. 
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IV. DISCUSSION/ANALYSIS1

DRA will seek the admission of the report of the SEC, which is attached to 2

this Report as Appendix 1.  For ease of reference, DRA provides a brief summary of3

excerpts of the SED Report to place DRA’s recommendations in context.4

SED’s Assessment5

As SED notes, because of the Commission’s authority as a regulatory body, 6

the Commission, and accordingly SED, are not in a position to mandate the use of,7

or endorse particular software or programs.  Therefore, when assessing safety factor 8

compliance with minimum requirements, SED did not parse all of the numerous 9

individual calculations which comprise the inputs used to generate the calculation.  10

It is DRA’s understanding from SED that the most accurate way of executing 11

data collection to feed into pole load calculations is to physically measure each data 12

input for each pole. If this is not possible, due to resource limitations, physical 13

limitations, the sheer volume of measurements, or time considerations, there are 14

often acceptable assumptions or generalizations that can be made. There are also 15

some assumptions that have to be made in regards to the relationship between 16

various elements attached to or acting upon a pole.
7

17

In the course of SED’s review of BVES’ original pole-loading calculations, and 18

in conjunction with conversations with BVES and its pole loading consultant, SED 19

identified several key assumptions BVES and its consultant made and data sources 20

they used, instead of using more accurate data that was readily available.  Those 21

assumptions included: 1) an unscientifically determined de-rating factor for 22

remaining pole strength, 2) assumptions for communication facility arrangement and 23

construction, and 3) conductor tension assumptions for power lines.
8
  Given these 24

factors, it would have been optimal if SED possessed the resources capable to 25

physically measure data for each pole and conduct its own independent analysis.26

                                           7
See Appendix 1, p. 1, Section 2.0 Background.

8
See Appendix 1, bottom of page 1 and top of page 2
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BVES did not provide the information regarding the actual remaining strength 1

from its intrusive inspections for the power poles along Big Bear Boulevard, and 2

provided “Range” data on the remaining strength of the power poles.  Range 1 was 3

assigned to any power pole for which the remaining strength was above 85%.  4

Range 2 was assigned to any power pole for which the remaining strength was5

between 70% through 85%, and Range 3 was assigned to any power pole for which 6

the remaining strength was below 70%.  7

As a result, it was impossible for SED to exactly apply the de-rating values 8

from the grouped ranges to recalculate the revised safety factor calculations and 9

obtain a totally accurate assessment of each pole’s compliance with GO 95 10

minimum strength requirements.  SED instead asked BVES to run all of the 11

calculations at 100% remaining strength.  SED then conducted several assessments 12

using high, mid, and low range de-rating factors to evaluate the remaining 13

percentage strength of BVES’ power poles.14

SED found that, even with an assumed 100% remaining strength for the 15

power poles along Big Bear Boulevard, sixty-seven power poles do not meet the 16

safety requirements of GO 95, Rule 44.3.
9

17

DRA’s Analysis and Recommendations 18

General Order 95 , Rule 44.3 specifies that “Lines or parts thereof shall be 19

replaced or reinforced before safety factors have been reduced (due to deterioration 20

and/or installation of additional facilities) in Grade ‘A’ and ‘B’ construction to less 21

than two-thirds of the construction safety factors specified in Rule 44.1. . .”22

General Order 165 requires a utility to perform an intrusive inspection on 23

wood poles over 15 years old which have not been the subject of an intrusive 24

inspection over a ten year cycle.
10

  For wood poles which passed the intrusive 25

inspection, the utility is required to perform the next intrusive inspection over a 26

                                           9
See Appendix 2, lines 1-67

10
GO 165, p. 4, Table 1
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twenty year cycle.
11

  It is DRA’s understanding that all of the power poles on Big 1

Bear Boulevard, have had intrusive inspections, but 2 poles did not have remaining 2

strength data.
12

  3

BVES did not provide SED with the actual power pole remaining strengths for 4

the power poles along Big Bear Boulevard.  Thus, SED was unable to calculate the 5

actual safety factors for the Big Bear Boulevard power poles. Even assuming the 6

power poles on Big Bear Boulevard retained 100% of original strength sixty-seven of 7

those poles does not meet the standards of GO 95, Rule 44.3.8

The average age of the power poles that failed to meet GO 95 standards is 9

twenty-three years old.  Four of the power poles along Big Bear Boulevard that do 10

not meet GO 95 standards were installed in 2011, 2010, 2004 and 2003.
13

  In fact, 11

half of the power poles installed in the last ten years along Big Bear Boulevard failed12

to meet GO 95, Rule 44.3 requirements.
14

13

On the other hand, only four power poles over twenty-three years old do not 14

meet GO 95 standards.
15

Thus, BVES’ power poles installed over twenty-three 15

years ago have a greater pass rate (60%) than power poles installed in the last ten 16

years (50%).
16

  It is alarming that sixty-seven power poles on Big Bear Boulevard,17

even assuming they retain 100% of their original strength, fail GO 95, Rule 44.3.18

To better understand what process BVES used to design and install the poles 19

that led to this situation, DRA sent BVES a data request asking who owns the poles 20

along Big Bear Boulevard, and what procedures were followed by other entities 21

when they installed equipment on those poles or otherwise modified them.
17

  Based 22

                                           11
GO 165, p. 4, Table 1

12
See Appendix 1, p. 2, Section 3.0, p. 3, Section 4.0 and Appendix 2 lines 76 and 93.

13
See Appendix 2, lines 64-67

14
See Appendix 2, lines 64-67 failed and lines 98-101 passed.

15
See Appendix 2, lines 1-4

16
See Appendix 2, lines 1-4 failed and lines 73-78 passed

17
  Data Request DRA-MKB-046 attached as Appendix 3
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on a review of its records as of the date of the response, BVES stated it had no 1

information that provided a detailed description of the procedures other entities 2

followed when placing equipment on BVES poles on Big Bear Boulevard.
18

  The 3

data request and responses are attached to this Report.4

BVES did say that, with some exceptions, the poles along Big Bear Boulevard 5

are jointly owned by BVES and Verizon.
19

6

DRA also asked BVES to arrange a conference call with a BVES engineer 7

familiar with the process Bear Valley follows for the replacement, design, and 8

construction of power poles along Big Bear Boulevard.9

BVES responded that it would not arrange for a conference call:10

”BVES does not set up interviews between interveners and BVES staff 11

regarding matters that are subject to a formal Commission Proceeding.  12

Furthermore, for matters that are subject to a formal Commission proceeding, 13

BVES personal are not authorized to provide information outside of formal 14

discovery procedures authorized by applicable California law or Commission 15

Rules of Practice and Procedures.”
20

16

In D.12-01-032, the Commission formally included a record-keeping 17

requirement in GO 165 that: “[t]he utility shall maintain records for . . . (2) the life of 18

the pole for intrusive inspection activities.”
21

  For many years prior, it has been state 19

law in California that “[e]very public utility shall furnish and maintain ….  equipment 20

and facilities as shall promote the safety, health, comfort and convenience of its 21

patrons, employees and the public, and shall be in all respects adequate, efficient, 22

just and reasonable.”
22

  It is questionable whether BVES has met its statutory 23

requirement to provide safe and reliable service if it does not know something as 24

                                           18
See Appendix 3, pp. 4 & 5, Q. 6.

19
See Appendix 3, pp. 1 & 2, Q. 1.

20
See Appendix 3, p. 2, response to Q. 2.

21
GO 165, p. 2, Section III.C

22
PU Code Section 451.
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fundamental as the actual strength of the power poles along one of the main streets 1

of its service territory.
23

  2

BVES’ ratepayers have been paying Bear Valley to provide safe and reliable 3

service.  That includes paying Bear Valley to properly design, construct and install 4

the power poles along Big Bear Boulevard.  5

In general, DRA considers the average life of a power pole to be far greater 6

than 23 years.  As can be seen in Appendix 2, all but seven power poles out of a 7

group of 101 poles have greater than 85% of their original strength remaining
24

and 8

this includes power poles as old as 67 years old.
25

  The conclusion drawn from the 9

data is that BVES has not properly designed, constructed, installed or maintained 10

the power poles along Big Bear Boulevard.  It should be the responsibility of BVES’ 11

shareholders and whatever other entity jointly owns the poles, to correct the 12

deficiencies without additional funding from BVES’ ratepayers.13

DRA would agree to some ratepayer funding to replace BVES’ ownership 14

share of three power poles on Big Bear Boulevard whose GO 165 results were in 15

Range 3 and failed GO 95, Rule 44.3.
26

  However, if BVES is not the sole owner of 16

those poles then the share of the other part owner(s) should not be charged to 17

BVES ratepayers.18

BVES’ shareholders and the other owner of power poles along Big Bear 19

Boulevard should be held responsible for the costs of reinforcing, repairing or 20

replacing the other sixty-four power poles on Big Bear Boulevard so that they are in 21

compliance with GO 95, Rule 44.3.  In addition, BVES shareholders and the other 22

owners of the power poles along Big Bear Boulevard should also be responsible for 23

                                           23
See e.g., D.12-11-051, mimeo, p. 15:  “When the Commission considers safe and 

reliable service, our commitment is to ensure that the utility has accurate records about all of 
its facilities, has a trained professional workforce, and takes appropriate actions to keep its 
system facilities safely operational in conformity with applicable laws, regulations and 
policies.”
24

See Appendix 2, power poles not in Range 1 lines 35, 19, 32, 76, 79, 80 and 93
25

See Appendix 2, line 1 (any pole installed in 1946 is 67 years old.
26

See Appendix 2, lines 4, 19 and 32.
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the costs to repair the five power poles that failed GO 95 because their guy wires 1

were inadequate.2

DRA continues to recommend zero ratepayer funding to underground the Big 3

Bear Boulevard power lines at this time.4

DRA recommends that, in the future, before authorizing ratepayer funding for 5

this Undergrounding Project, the Commission order BVES to inform its ratepayers of 6

the alternative costs of BVES’ share of replacing overhead power poles verses 7

BVES’s cost to underground the Big Bear Boulevard power lines; and, obtain 8

ratepayer consent to include these costs in rates.  BVES should also identify for its 9

customers and the Commission whether the poles jointly owned with Verizon will be 10

removed or left in place.  The true cost should include information about how the 11

cost of any non-BVES lines and equipment to be underground would be determined 12

to ensure that the non-BVES participants pay their fair share so that those costs are 13

not paid by BVES’ customers.14

DRA recommends that the Commission open an investigation into BVES’ GO 15

95 non-compliance to determine the cause of the problems and whether penalties 16

should be assessed against BVES.17
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Appendix 1- SED’s Final Report
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Appendix 2-SED’s Supporting Spreadsheet
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Pole
Year 

Installed

G.L. Circ. 

(in.)
Guying Status

Pole Total 

Stress Factor 

of Safety (@ 

100% R.S.)

Pole 

Passed/Failed 

Wind Loading

Intec

Top 

Range 

S.F.

Mid-

Range 

S.F.

Bottom 

Range 

S.F.

1 3742BV 1946 39 UNGUYED 0.66 Failed 85%+ 0.66 0.62 0.57

2 400669CIT 1963 37 UNGUYED 1.40 Failed 85%+ 1.40 1.31 1.21

3 31627CIT 1963 38 Guy Wires & Anchor Adequate 2.47 Failed 85%+ 2.47 2.29 2.12

4 63239CTC 1982 35 UNGUYED 1.24 Failed 69%- 0.86 0.58 0.31

5 10753BV 1990 42 UNGUYED 0.58 Failed 85%+ 0.58 0.54 0.50

6 10670BV 1990 45 UNGUYED 0.60 Failed 85%+ 0.60 0.55 0.51

7 1211636CTC 1990 41 UNGUYED 0.63 Failed 85%+ 0.63 0.59 0.54

8 10664BV 1990 43 Guy Wire Adequate 0.71 Failed 85%+ 0.71 0.66 0.61

9 10797BV 1990 46 UNGUYED 0.72 Failed 85%+ 0.72 0.67 0.62

10 10791BV 1990 44 Guy Wires & Anchor Adequate 0.76 Failed 85%+ 0.76 0.71 0.66

11 10668BV 1990 41 UNGUYED 0.95 Failed 85%+ 0.95 0.88 0.81

12 10686BV 1990 37.7 UNGUYED 1.00 Failed 85%+ 1.00 0.93 0.86

13 10391BV 1990 43 Guy Wire & Anchor Adequate 1.02 Failed 85%+ 1.02 0.95 0.87

14 10675BV 1990 42.5 Guy Wire Adequate 1.06 Failed 85%+ 1.06 0.98 0.91

15 10756BV 1990 40.14 Guy Wires Adequate 1.09 Failed 85%+ 1.09 1.01 0.94

16 10659BV 1990 40 UNGUYED 1.19 Failed 85%+ 1.19 1.11 1.03

17 10798BV 1990 44.8 Guy Wire & Anchor Adequate 1.21 Failed 85%+ 1.21 1.13 1.04

18 10655BV 1990 46 UNGUYED 1.22 Failed 85%+ 1.22 1.13 1.05

19 10667BV 1990 41 UNGUYED 1.77 Failed 69%- 1.22 0.83 0.44

20 10673BV 1990 41 UNGUYED 1.33 Failed 85%+ 1.33 1.24 1.14

21 10789BV 1990 44 UNGUYED 1.36 Failed 85%+ 1.36 1.26 1.17

22 10654BV 1990 41 UNGUYED 1.38 Failed 85%+ 1.38 1.28 1.18

23 10698BV 1990 39.5 Guy Wires Adequate 1.42 Failed 85%+ 1.42 1.32 1.22

24 10684BV 1990 40 UNGUYED 1.52 Failed 85%+ 1.52 1.41 1.31

25 10666BV 1990 42 UNGUYED 1.55 Failed 85%+ 1.55 1.44 1.34

26 10685BV 1990 35.5 UNGUYED 1.59 Failed 85%+ 1.59 1.48 1.37
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Pole
Year 

Installed

G.L. Circ. 

(in.)
Guying Status

Pole Total 

Stress Factor 

of Safety (@ 

100% R.S.)

Pole 

Passed/Failed 

Wind Loading

Intec

Top 

Range 

S.F.

Mid-

Range 

S.F.

Bottom 

Range 

S.F.

27 10785BV 1990 43 UNGUYED 1.61 Failed 85%+ 1.61 1.49 1.38

28 10699BV 1990 40.14 Guy Wires Adequate 1.68 Failed 85%+ 1.68 1.56 1.44

29 10652BV 1990 40.5 UNGUYED 1.70 Failed 85%+ 1.70 1.58 1.46

30 10662BV 1990 41 UNGUYED 1.77 Failed 85%+ 1.77 1.65 1.52

31 10683BV 1990 40 Guy Wire Adequate 1.82 Failed 85%+ 1.82 1.69 1.57

32 10660BV 1990 46 Guy Wires & Anchor Adequate 2.64 Failed 69%- 1.82 1.24 0.66

33 10691BV 1990 42 Guy Wire Inadequate 1.89 Failed 85%+ 1.89 1.76 1.63

34 10760BV 1990 39 Guy Wires & Anchor Adequate 1.99 Failed 85%+ 1.99 1.85 1.71

35 10692BV 1990 42 Guy Wires Adequate 2.00 Failed 85%+ 2.00 1.86 1.72

36 10682BV 1990 40 UNGUYED 2.02 Failed 85%+ 2.02 1.88 1.74

37 10757BV 1990 43.12 UNGUYED 2.07 Failed 85%+ 2.07 1.92 1.78

38 10693BV 1990 43.12 Guy Wire Adequate 2.08 Failed 85%+ 2.08 1.93 1.79

39 10674BV 1990 43 UNGUYED 2.11 Failed 85%+ 2.11 1.96 1.81

40 10681BV 1990 42 UNGUYED 2.11 Failed 85%+ 2.11 1.96 1.81

41 10661BV 1990 39 Guy Wires & Anchor Adequate 2.13 Failed 85%+ 2.13 1.98 1.84

42 10658BV 1990 42 UNGUYED 2.16 Failed 85%+ 2.16 2.01 1.86

43 10755BV 1990 37.65 Guy Wires Adequate 2.16 Failed 85%+ 2.16 2.01 1.86

44 10695BV 1990 40.14 Guy Wires Adequate 2.20 Failed 85%+ 2.20 2.04 1.89

45 10696BV 1990 39 Guy Wires Adequate 2.25 Failed 85%+ 2.25 2.10 1.94

46 10657BV 1990 40 Guy Wires & Anchor Adequate 2.27 Failed 85%+ 2.27 2.11 1.95

47 10680BV 1990 42 UNGUYED 2.29 Failed 85%+ 2.29 2.13 1.97

48 10697BV 1990 41 Guy Wire Adequate 2.32 Failed 85%+ 2.32 2.16 2.00

49 10763BV 1990 44.63 Guy Wires Adequate 2.32 Failed 85%+ 2.32 2.16 2.00

50 10672BV 1990 42 Guy Wire Adequate 2.39 Failed 85%+ 2.39 2.23 2.06

51 10700BV 1990 40.14 Guy Wires Adequate 2.40 Failed 85%+ 2.40 2.23 2.06

52 10783BV 1990 47 UNGUYED 2.40 Failed 85%+ 2.40 2.24 2.07
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Pole
Year 

Installed

G.L. Circ. 

(in.)
Guying Status

Pole Total 

Stress Factor 

of Safety (@ 

100% R.S.)

Pole 

Passed/Failed 

Wind Loading

Intec

Top 

Range 

S.F.

Mid-

Range 

S.F.

Bottom 

Range 

S.F.

53 10784BV 1990 47.61 UNGUYED 2.44 Failed 85%+ 2.44 2.27 2.10

54 10694BV 1990 40.14 Guy Wires Inadequate 2.47 Failed 85%+ 2.47 2.30 2.13

55 10603BV 1990 41 UNGUYED 2.51 Failed 85%+ 2.51 2.33 2.16

56 10790BV 1990 44 UNGUYED 2.52 Failed 85%+ 2.52 2.34 2.17

57 10317BV 1990 40.5 Guy Wire & Anchor Adequate 2.61 Failed 85%+ 2.61 2.43 2.25

58 10796BV 1990 44.63 Guy Wire Adequate 2.63 Failed 85%+ 2.63 2.45 2.26

59 10688BV 1990 40.14 UNGUYED 2.64 Failed 85%+ 2.64 2.46 2.27

60 10952BV 1990 47.61 UNGUYED 2.66 Failed 85%+ 2.66 2.48 2.29

61 10218BV 1996 35 Guy Wires Near Capacity 2.05 Failed 85%+ 2.05 1.90 1.76

62 10584BV 1997 42 UNGUYED 0.75 Failed 85%+ 0.75 0.70 0.65

63 11173BV 1999 41.5 Guy Wires & Anchors Adequate 0.95 Failed 85%+ 0.95 0.88 0.81

64 11430BV 2003 44 Guy Wires Near Capacity 1.35 Failed 85%+ 1.35 1.25 1.16

65 11518BV 2004 41 Guy Wires Near Capacity 1.09 Failed 85%+ 1.09 1.01 0.93

66 11939BV 2010 42 Guy Wire Adequate 1.77 Failed 85%+ 1.77 1.64 1.52

67 12070BV 2011 50 UNGUYED 2.21 Failed 85%+ 2.21 2.06 1.90

68 10761BV 1990 42.98 Guy Wires Inadequate 2.76 GW Failed 85%+ 2.76 2.57 2.38

69 10656BV 1990 45 Guy Wires Inadequate 3.35 GW Failed 85%+ 3.35 3.12 2.88

70 10782BV 1990 50 Guy Wires Inadequate 3.80 GW Failed 85%+ 3.80 3.54 3.27

71 10758BV 1990 43.12 Guy Wires Inadequate 4.15 GW Failed 85%+ 4.15 3.86 3.57

72 12038BV 2011 42 Guy Wires Inadequate 4.56 GW Failed 85%+ 4.56 4.24 3.93

73 400664CIT 1963 37 Guy Wires Adequate 2.87 Passed 85%+ 2.87 2.67 2.47

74 400662CIT 1963 37.5 UNGUYED 2.88 Passed 85%+ 2.88 2.68 2.47

75 400663CIT 1963 38 UNGUYED 3.05 Passed 85%+ 3.05 2.84 2.63

76 400665CIT 1963 38 Guy Wires & Anchor Adequate 5.87 Passed 4.05 2.76 1.47

77 1210206CTC 1972 34 Guy Wire Adequate 3.02 Passed 85%+ 3.02 2.81 2.60

78 62560CTC 1972 37.5 Guy Wires Near Capacity 7.76 Passed 85%+ 7.76 7.22 6.68
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Pole
Year 

Installed

G.L. Circ. 

(in.)
Guying Status

Pole Total 

Stress Factor 

of Safety (@ 

100% R.S.)

Pole 

Passed/Failed 

Wind Loading

Intec

Top 

Range 

S.F.

Mid-

Range 

S.F.

Bottom 

Range 

S.F.

79 12158BV 1990 43 UNGUYED 2.86 Passed 69%- 1.97 1.34 0.71

80 10669BV 1990 41 UNGUYED 3.30 Passed 69%- 2.27 1.55 0.82

81 10762BV 1990 47.61 UNGUYED 2.74 Passed 85%+ 2.74 2.55 2.36

82 10793BV 1990 43 Guy Wires & Anchor Adequate 2.87 Passed 85%+ 2.87 2.67 2.47

83 10795BV 1990 44.63 Guy Wire Adequate 3.05 Passed 85%+ 3.05 2.83 2.62

84 10759BV 1990 48 Guy Wires Near Capacity 3.07 Passed 85%+ 3.07 2.85 2.64

85 12159BV 1990 37 Guy Wires & Anchor Adequate 3.17 Passed 85%+ 3.17 2.95 2.72

86 10678BV 1990 42 UNGUYED 3.30 Passed 85%+ 3.30 3.07 2.84

87 10687BV 1990 45 UNGUYED 3.52 Passed 85%+ 3.52 3.27 3.03

88 10787BV 1990 50.59 UNGUYED 3.76 Passed 85%+ 3.76 3.49 3.23

89 10690BV 1990 46.1 UNGUYED 3.78 Passed 85%+ 3.78 3.51 3.25

90 1211635CTC 1990 53 UNGUYED 3.78 Passed 85%+ 3.78 3.52 3.25

91 10653BV 1990 42 Guy Wires Near Capacity 3.88 Passed 85%+ 3.88 3.60 3.33

92 10788BV 1990 50.59 UNGUYED 3.97 Passed 85%+ 3.97 3.69 3.41

93 12300BV 1990 53.57 Guy Wires & Anchor Adequate 6.34 Passed 4.38 2.98 1.59

94 10754BV 1990 40.14 Guy Wire Adequate 4.53 Passed 85%+ 4.53 4.21 3.89

95 10689BV 1990 47 UNGUYED 5.01 Passed 85%+ 5.01 4.66 4.31

96 10794BV 1990 43 Guy Wires & Anchor Adequate 7.42 Passed 85%+ 7.42 6.90 6.38

97 10792BV 1990 44.63 Guy Wires & Anchors Adequate 8.07 Passed 85%+ 8.07 7.50 6.94

98 11519BV 2007 40 Guy Wires & Anchors Adequate 3.19 Passed 85%+ 3.19 2.97 2.74

99 12290BV 2007 44 Guy Wires & Anchor Adequate 4.86 Passed 85%+ 4.86 4.52 4.18

100 11981BV 2010 44.8 Guy Wires & Anchor Adequate 3.62 Passed 85%+ 3.62 3.36 3.11

101 12071BV 2011 50.5 UNGUYED 3.88 Passed 85%+ 3.88 3.61 3.34
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Appendix 3-BVES’ Response to Data Request DRA-046-MKB
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